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The pramanya-vada deals with a problem how the truth value of a cognition
is determined objectively and subjectively. This has for a long time been of
interest to all the Indian philosophical systems, as was the problem of the knowledge
and the means thereof. As regards the determination of the truth value of a cogni-
tion, viz. truth (pramazya) and falsity (apramanya), most of the philosophical systems
accept either of the two alternatives : whether the truth value of cognition, in origi-
nation (utpatti) and apprehension ( jéapti), is produced by its intrinsic conditions
(svatah), or by some additional conditions (paratak). To confine the discussion to
the ‘truth’ of a cognition, the determinant of svatasive in its origination, comprises
all the possible conditions which produce the mere cognition (j#zna-matrotpadaka-
karapa-samagri), whercas that in its apprehension is included factors which bring
about the apprehension of the mere cognition (j#anagrahaka-karapa-samagri). A
cognition is seid to be originated or apprehended as true externally ( paraiak), only
after some additional necessary conditions are added to either of the afore-said
determinants,

This topic was first developed by the Mimarmsakas concerning the validity
of Vedic scriptures as source of all cognitions, and as such was basically confined
to the scope of verbal testimony (sabde, Zgama) only, later to have been dealt with
in relation to other sources of cognition, or better, to all kinds of cognition. Though
the Sanskrit term pramizya may have originally been understood to be equivalent to
pramanatva signifying a property in a means of cognition, both of the terms are
generally taken, in an epistemological sense, to mean an abstract property ascri-
bed to a true cognition, thus being identical with pramatva.

In his Sarvadarfanasammgraha (Jaimini-darsana), Madhava quotes two verses
which summarize the views of four principl systems viz. the Sarhkyaas, Naiyayikas,
Bauddhas and Mimamsakas as follows s

pramanatvaprmanatve svatah sarhkhiyah samasritah,
naiyayikas te parathh saugatas caramarh svatah,
prathamarm paratah prahuh pramanyarh veda-vadinah,
pramianatvarh svatah prahuh paratas cipramanatvam.

Among these four views, the first one seems not to be found in any extant
Sarmkhya text. It might have possibly been dealt with in some of the extinct texts
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belonging to this system. The view attributed to the Buddhists in the above verse is
neither traceable to any available Buddhist texts nor consistent with any tenet found
in them. Tt is very likely that the view in question was either thus psotulated in
conformity with the Buddhist doctrine anityatva (ksa#ikatva), or maintained by a
particular Buddhist school whose source materials have been buried in oblivion
long since.

In short, the combinations of the two truth values and two-fold determinant
mode (svatastva and paratastve) may be tabulated as follows :

truth (1) svatah (origination, apprehension)
Mimasaka, Sahkara-vedantin, Sarmkhya

(2) paratah (origination, apprehension)
Nyaya-Vaisesika
falsity (1) svatah (origination, apprehension)
Sarmkhya
(2) paratah (origination, apprehension)
Mimamsaka, Sankara-vedantin, N yaa-Naisesika

Unlike the Nyaya-Vaisesikas and others, the Jainas regard the pramapa as
a true knowledge which has subjective cognitive fuunction or faculty, and it denotes
its resultant cognition as well as its process.? Devastri (1080-1169) explains in his
Pramapanayataitviloka (PNT) that the truth of cognition is the consistency of cognition
with the object, and the falsity is the inconsistency of cognition with the object,
(I. 18, 19). He further exemplifies the above contention in his own commentary
Syadvadarainakara (SVR) as follows : “This consistency of knowledge with the object
‘must be with regard to the object different from the self (=knowledge, cognition),
since for anything to be inconsistent with itself is absurd. Thus any cognition is
true in relation to itself, and there is no false cognition. On the other hand, in
relation to objects other than the self some cognitions are right and the others are
false (I. 19).3 And what is established by pramaza is its result (anantaryepa phalam)
and the other is the mediated one (paramparyena phalam) (VL. 1, 2). Out of the two,
the mediate result, being that of all kinds of knowledge except for kevalajiana, con-
sists of the judgement of acquiring (upadana), that of abondoning (hana) and that of
indifference (upeksz), whereas the former is the annihilation of ignorance (gjfizna-
nivrtt7) which is nothing but the determination of the self and the others (sva-para-
vyavasiti) (V1. 3, 4, 5). Furthermore, the result is neither exclusively different from
nor totally the same as the knowledge (pramaga) accordidg to the Jaina theory of
non-absolutism (syad-vada); hence the result is, in a way, its pramaza (V1. 6, 7, 8).
Such being the case, truth is understood to be a property attributed to a true cogni-
tion. and is dependent on the consistency with the objects other than the self.

Devastri holds in his PNT that truth and falsity are in their origination and
determined externally only, while they are ascertained in their apprehension exter-
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nally or internally (I.20). Thus like other Indian realists, the Jainas try to seek
truth or falsity in terms of consistency of cognition with objects other than itself,
and the truth value is not to be attributed to pramipa as a means of cognition.
Devasiiri further elucidates in SVR that, these values are internally ascertained
when the object is well-acquainted by repeated experience (abhyasa-dafayam).t A
similar idea is found in the Pariksamukhasiira (PM) of Manikyanandin and its com-
mentary Prameyakamalamarianda (PKM) by Prabhacandra®, to which Devasiri un-
doubtedly owed his work. ‘L'ake for instance one’s own palm, one need not resort
to any means other than jdanagrahaka, it being internally known to be true. But, in
the case of an unacquainted object, the first cognition arises, is followed by voli-
tional action to acquire the object (pravriti), and therefrom the second cognition is
obtained. The truth of the first cognition which has produced action towards the
object (pravartaka-jiana) is ascertained through the second cognition, in accordance
as the latter is a subsequent confirmatory cognition (samvadaka-jiana, samvadin,
avisanwadin) or a cognition of pragmatic consequences (arthakriya-jiana) etc. in
relation to the former. In this case, the sazvadaka-jfiana or arthakriya-jiiana etc. is
accepted to be true by 1he Jainas, without resorting to further verification, and thus
the infinite regress is evaded.

So far as the external determination is concerned, truth and falsity in origi-
nation and apprehension depend on excellence (guna) and deficiency (dosa) respecti-
vely; thus the Jainas postulate two distinct positive factors. But suppose a cogni-
tion is first originated and apprehended as true, as the Mimamsakas hold, inde-
pendent of any other means, and it is changed into a false one only by subsequent
deficiencies. Then only one determinant viz. dosa is to be accepted. Does it
necessarily follow that the absence of doia which determines the truth might signify
nothing but excellence (gupa) ? On the other hand, if, like the view attributed to
the Buddhists by Madhavacarya, falsity is originated and apprehended internally
and is developed into truth by subsequent positive factor viz. guza, then is the ab-
sence of guza not identical with dosa? All the polemic works dealing with this
topic are invariably devoted to the inquiry into the characteristics of gupa and dosa
with a detailed and subtle discussion. Here such controversy is passed over.

The peculiarities of the Jaina theory might be summed up as follows :

1. The determination of the truth value of a cognition has been examined
hitherto from two-fold aspect viz. utpatti and jiapti, according to general treatises
like SVR etc. However, Prabhacandra { 980-1065 ) in his PKM aud Njyayakumuda-
candra ( NKC ) establishes three-fold of division viz. utpatti, jhapti and svakarya.®
The term svakarya ( the result of pramapa ) is intended to conform with the afore-
said phala, as is contrasted with pramara, which consists of pravriti, nivrit? and
upkesa.

Though apprehension ( jA#@pti ) invariably presupposes, with the exception
of the case of a well-acquainted object ( abhyasita-visaya ), pravriti by which to verify
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the truth value, yet pravriti and the like, as the results of pramapa, are here postu-
lated for the scrutiny whether such actions are necessarily preceded by the awareness
of the truth value viz: truth or falsity. Prabhicandra applies the same rule to the
case of sva-kirya. The idea of prasrtti is here introduced from two distinctive
standpoints. In the case of j#@pti, pravrtti is employed as a volitional action which
determines the truth value, whereas the bone of contention, in the case of svakarya,
centrs about whether such responsive behaviour viz. praurtti ( inclusive of nivriti
and upeksi ) is determined by the apprehension of the truth value of cognition,
Thus pravrtii has a double character; one is to determine the truth value, and the
other is to be determined by the truth value,

Anantavirya ( 12th cent. ) in his prameyaratnamala, another commentary on
PM modeclled after PKM, establishes two-fold of division viz. uzpatti and sva-karya.”
In this case, the term sva-karya refers to the two aspects : one is ‘determination of
object’ (visaya-paricchiti) which involves uipatti, and the other is subsequent response
towards the object like pravreti etc. Tnis two-fold division seems to be a more
faithful interpretation to the original aphorism of PM than Prabhicandra’s., in
conformity with the afore-said division of puamira and prawiapa-phala, whether

mediate or immediate.

2. The later Nyaya-Vaisesikas like Vacaspatimiéra and Udayana try to
avoid infinite regress by postulating some kinds of self-valid knowledge which
require no further confirmation,® The Jainas also stand on the same footing with
them, in saying ‘On some occasions truth is apprehended at once, like'in the case
of primal perceptual cognition unconfirmed by repeated experiences. Since such
cognition is never ascertained to stand in unfailing correspondence with the object,
its truth is apprehended by a subsequent confirmatory congnitien of the same object,
by a cognition of its pragmatic consequences, or by a cognition of object concomi-
tant with it. And the truth of cognition of this kind in self-evident and there is no
loophole for the charge of infinite regress. such a presumption is quite an unescapa-
ble fate to those who maintain the external determination of the truth value of

cognition.

3. The apprehension ( jiopti) is not always fixed either internally or -
externally. The truth value of any cognition is apprechended from the outset of its
origination when the object is well-acquainted by repeated experiences. This
is the idea generally held among the Jainas., With all my limited research, it is
very likely that Vidyanandin or Manikyanandin was the first Jaina to take up this
view.'®  However, such theory was not 2 monopoly of the Jainas alone, but seems
to have been borrowed from such Buddhist works as T attvasasgrahah and its com-
mentary Padjici. In the latter work, four alternatives are first set forth and are
finally rejected on the strngth of the view that such manifold congruous combination
of two values and two-fold determinant mode (viz, svatastve and paraistva) are of an
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unrestricted or unfixed (aniyama) nature.’® This bone of contention quite agrees
with the Jainas. The Navya-naiyayikas also came later to hold a similar view,1?
in saying that the truth value of a cognition need not be proved if there is not the
slightest doubt about it, and any motiveless doubt of a possible contradiction is of
no account.
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